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For information 

on 24 February 2012 

 

 

 

Legislative Council House Committee 

 

West Kowloon Reclamation Concept Plan Competition 

 

 

Purpose 

  

This paper provides information relating to the allegations of conflict of 

interests involving Mr Leung Chun-ying, a member of the Jury of the West 

Kowloon Reclamation Concept Plan Competition (the Competition) and one of 

the entrants in the Competition. 

 

 

The Competition 

 

2. The Competition was organized by the then Planning and Lands Bureau. 

It was launched in April 2001 to invite submission of concept plans for the 

development of an integrated arts, cultural and entertainment district at the 

southern tip of the West Kowloon Reclamation.   

 

3. The Competition Document, containing the General Conditions of the 

Competition, the Competition Brief and full details of the site, was released in 

April 2001 (copy at Annex 1).  A total of 161 concept plan proposals (entries) 

were received by the closing date of 29 September 2001 with 71 from Hong 

Kong and 90 from the Mainland, Macau and 28 other countries.   

 

4. Mr Bill Lacy, who was experienced in organizing international design 

competitions, was appointed as Professional Advisor to the Competition.  He 

advised the Organizer, the Technical Panel and the Jury on procedural matters 

and on compliance with the Competition conditions and submission 

requirements as set out in the Competition Document.    He attended the 

meetings of the Technical Panel in December 2001 and those of the Jury in 

February 2002, but did not take part in the determination of the winning entries. 

The above arrangement was in line with the international practice.  
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Entries to the Competition 

 

Entry requirements and eligibility 

  

5. Paragraph 12 of the General Conditions of the Competition Document 

states that, “the Competition is open to all qualified planners and architects, as 

defined by the requirements in existence in their respective place of practice.  

Both individual and collaborative entries by multi-disciplinary project teams are 

permitted, and entries can be made on behalf of limited companies, provided 

that the team or the company is represented by a qualified planner or architect, 

and that the application for registration is made in the name of that planner and 

architect.  In the case of companies or project teams, information on all 

participants and such company information as requested in the Registration 

Form shall be provided to the Organiser.  Each individual participant or 

company or project team shall only make one submission and each individual 

shall only participate in one submission either in an individual capacity, on 

behalf of a company or as a member of a project team”.   

 

6. Paragraph 16 of the General Conditions of the Competition Document 

states that “all those likely to be in conflict of interest are excluded from the 

Competition including but not necessarily limited to the following: 

 

(i) Persons closely associated with the Competition and their immediate 

family members; 

 

(ii) Members of the Jury and the Technical Panel, and the Professional 

Advisor and their immediate family members; 

 

(iii) An employee, any person having an employment-type contract or at 

continuous and close professional association or partnership with a 

member in category (i) and (ii) above; or 

 

(iv) A company of which a member in category (i) and (ii) above was a 

director or major shareholder.”  

 

Disclosure of Entries 

 

7. According to paragraphs 25 and 33 of the General Conditions of the 

Competition Document, the entries were assigned serial numbers for use by the 

Jury and the Technical Panel to maintain the anonymity of the participants; the 

assessment process would be carried out in strict confidence; and the Organizer 

should not disclose the details of the assessments.  As design competitions 

involve sensitive commercial information, it is international practice for the 
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organizer to maintain confidentiality of any information provided by the 

entrants and it would be unfair to the entrants if the organizer discloses their 

information without their respective consent in the absence of an overriding 

public interest.     

 

8. In striking a balance between considerations of confidentiality and 

public interest when addressing the issue of disclosure of information, the 

Government takes the view that any disclosure of information should be 

relevant and proportionate to the subject of public interest, in this case, the 

allegations mentioned in paragraph 1 above.  On this basis, the full list of the 

names of the participants of the 161 entries is not directly relevant nor its 

disclosure proportionate to the subject of public interest.  However, the 

registration form and the updated list of project team members submitted by 

T.R. Hamzah & Yeang is related to the allegation mentioned in paragraph 1 

above.  We have attempted to seek disclosure of the registration form from the 

authorized representative of the T.R. Hamzah & Yeang and the updated list of 

project team members but, to date, the matter cannot be resolved unequivocally.  

Nonetheless, in light of the Committee’s request and public interest 

consideration, even in the absence of unequivocal consent we have decided that 

the public interest involved is sufficient to justify disclosure of the said 

registration form and the updated list of project team members at Annex 2. 

 

 

The Technical Panel and the Jury 

 

Technical Panel  

 

9. In accordance with the Competition Document, the Jury was advised by 

a Technical Panel on the technical assessment of individual submissions.  

Appointed by the then Secretary for Planning and Lands, the Technical Panel 

was chaired by the Director of Planning, and comprised the Director of 

Architectural Services and the Director of Leisure and Cultural Services or their 

representatives, as well as seven non-official local professionals nominated by 

their respective institutions.  Its composition is set out at Annex 3.  The role of 

the Technical Panel was to advise the Jury on the technical assessment of 

individual submissions.  The Chairman of the Technical Panel attended the Jury 

meetings to present the Panel’s findings, including its recommendations as to 

which entries should be disqualified for failing to meet the competition 

requirements in specific non-technical respects, but did not take part in the 

determination of the winning entries.    
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Jury 

 

10. Appointed by the then Chief Executive, the Jury was chaired by Lord 

Rothschild and comprised nine other local and international experts.  The 

composition of the Jury is at Annex 4. The Organizer was mindful of the need 

to have a Jury with an international dimension while keeping an optimal number 

of local jurors to ensure that local perspectives were taken into account.  Due 

consideration was also given to the importance of having expertise from various 

fields in view of the multi-disciplinary nature of the Competition.   The role of 

the Jury is to adjudicate the conceptual proposals in accordance with the 

assessment criteria set out in Annex 2 to the Competition Document.  It was 

tasked to award five prizes – the first prize winner, the second prize winner and 

three honourable mentions.   

 

 

Declaration of interests 

 

Anonymity of Participants  

 

11. As mentioned in paragraph 7 above, pursuant to paragraphs 25 and 33 

of the General Conditions of the Competition Document, the participants were 

anonymous to both the Panel and the Jury.  The Jury was informed of the 

identity of the winning entrants at noon on 28 February 2002, after it had 

chosen the five winning entries and only three hours before the results of the 

Competition were announced.  The list of non-winning entrants was not made 

available to the Panel or the Jury. 

 

Declaration of Interest Requirements  

 

12. Despite the fact that the anonymity provision was already in place, 

before proceeding with its assessment work, the Technical Panel considered the 

provision in the Competition Document that all those likely to be in conflict of 

interest should be excluded from the Competition and discussed what more 

might be done to ensure compliance.  The Technical Panel agreed that members 

should declare whether, to the best of their knowledge, any party with which 

they were closely associated had entered the Competition and, if so, the details 

of the matter.   
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13. The Competition Team
1
 prepared a declaration form in consultation 

with the Professional Advisor and the Independent Commission Against 

Corruption (copy of the declaration form at Annex 5).  The Competition Team 

wrote to members of the Technical Panel on 24 November 2001 (except for one 

who was out of town until early December.  This member was subsequently 

requested to make his declaration upon his return to Hong Kong), requesting 

them to make declarations of interest as soon as possible. The form was 

completed by the Chairman and all members of the Technical Panel as well as 

the Professional Advisor.  The declarations made by members were considered 

and discussed by the Technical Panel immediately before commencing the 

technical assessment of entries and they were satisfied that, on the basis of the 

declarations, no conflict of interest arose for any member.  

 

14. The Chairman of the Jury agreed that a similar declaration form should 

be completed by all Jury members.  On 21 February 2002, the Competition 

Team wrote to members of the Jury (letter at Annex 6) requesting them to make 

declarations of interest by 23 February 2002 in the standard form attached, and 

provided guidelines on how the form should be completed (points (i) to (iv) on 

pages 3 and 4 of the letter at Annex 6).  

 

  

Declarations by Mr Leung Chun-ying 

 

15. On 25 February 2002, Mr Leung declared that, to the best of his 

knowledge, none of his immediate family members or employees and no one 

who had an employment-type contract or close professional association or 

partnership with him had entered the Competition, and that he was not a director 

or major shareholder of any company.  We have asked for Mr Leung’s consent 

to disclose, inter alia, his declaration form, but unequivocal and unconditional 

consent has not been given.  In the light of the Committee’s request and 

consideration of public interest, even in the absence of such consent we have 

decided that the public interest involved is sufficient to justify disclosure of the 

declaration form completed by Mr Leung at Annex 7. 

 

16. The Jury assessed the entries on 26 and 27 February 2002 and selected 

the first prize winner, second prize winner and three honourable mentions by 

casting votes.  More details about the adjudication process are set out in 

                                                            

1
 The Competition Team in the then Planning and Lands Bureau was responsible 

for organizing the Competition. 
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paragraphs 30 to 32 below.  After the voting process had been completed, the 

Competition Team proceeded to check the particulars of the preliminary list of 

winning entries on the evening of 27 February, and discovered that a company 

associated with Mr Leung was one of the project team members of  

T.R. Hamzah & Yeang, being an entrant on the list (hereafter referred to as ‘The 

Entry Concerned’). 

 

17. In the following morning (28 February 2002), the Competition Team 

informed Mr Leung of the above finding.  Mr Leung then reported the matter to 

the Jury that morning, and the Jury decided to disqualify The Entry Concerned.  

Mr Leung undertook to revert to the Competition Team on the role of the 

company associated with him in respect of The Entry Concerned.  

 

18. On 11 March 2002, Mr Leung wrote to the Competition Team 

explaining that, before taking part in the adjudication, he had not been aware of 

the involvement of the company associated with him in the activities relating to 

the Competition.  He also provided supplementary information on his 

directorship and major shareholding in other companies, which reportedly had 

no interests or involvement in the Competition.  We have attempted to seek Mr 

Leung’s consent to disclose his letter dated 11 March 2002 to the Competition 

Team, but unequivocal and unconditional consent has not been given.  In light 

of the Committee’s request and considerations of public interest, even in the 

absence of such consent we have decided that the public interest involved is 

sufficient to justify disclosure of the letter concerned at Annex 8. 

 

19. Subsequently, in mid-2003, at a meeting of the Executive Council to 

consider the Administration’s progress report on the work of the Steering 

Committee for Development of the West Kowloon Cultural District, Mr Leung 

declared that he was a member of the Jury for adjudicating the Competition, and 

his company was named ‘Property Advisers’ of one of the entrants of the 

Competition which was not one of the winners. 

 

 

Adjudication 

 

Assessment criteria 

 
20. The Jury’s adjudication was based on a set of assessment criteria listed 

in Annex 2 to the Competition Document, covering both the planning and 

design merits and the overall benefits to Hong Kong.    
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Technical Assessment of the Entries 

 

21. The Technical Panel considered that the government departments with a 

primary interest in the concept plan for the Competition site could first advise, 

in strict confidence, whether the individual entries had generally met the 

Competition Brief in relation to their respective areas of work and highlight any 

major technical shortcomings or particularly noteworthy points.  The 

departments concerned conducted this technical appraisal from mid-October to 

mid-November 2001.  Consolidated versions of the departmental appraisals 

were prepared by the Competition Team and received by Panel members 

together with the entries. 

 

22. The Technical Panel met on 9 October 2001 to decide on a process for 

the technical assessment of the entries and met again on 11, 12, 15 and 17 

December 2001 to assess the 161 entries in accordance with the agreed process.  

The role of the Technical Panel was to assist the Jury without infringing on the 

latter’s ultimate adjudication responsibility.  At the same time, the Technical 

Panel took into account the Jury’s need to have access at all stages to their 

views on all 161 entries.  Therefore the Technical Panel sought to organize the 

entries into manageable Categories. 

 

23. The Technical Panel considered the entries in serial number order, 

assessing them from different technical perspectives and taking into 

consideration the departmental appraisals and the advice of the Professional 

Advisor, categorized them according to whether they generally met the 

Competition Brief (Category 1), or failed to meet the Brief in important aspects 

(Category 2), or should be recommended for disqualification (Category 3).  The 

Panel discussed each entry with the relevant presentation boards set up in front 

of them and decided upon the appropriate category by consensus or vote. 

 

24. The Technical Panel came to an early conclusion that a relatively high 

proportion of entries would generally meet the requirements of the Competition 

Brief and that it would assist the Jury if entries in Category 1 were sub-divided 

into those which were -  

 

(a) well presented, with innovative ideas and commendable design 

concepts (Category 1(a)); and 

 

(b) of average quality with some good features (Category 1(b)). 
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25. The Professional Advisor advised the Technical Panel that, after 

reviewing the entries, he considered a total of 12 entries should be 

recommended for disqualification for failing to meet the Competition 

requirements in specific non-technical respects.  The Technical Panel endorsed 

the Professional Advisor’s advice in respect of all 12 submissions after they had 

assessed the individual entries concerned. 

 

26. The Technical Panel advised the Jury that, among the 161 entries, 54 

entries generally met the requirements of the Competition Brief, of which 21 

were considered to be well presented, with innovative ideas and commendable 

design concepts.  The Entry Concerned was among one of these 21 entries.   

 

27. The Technical Panel agreed that its assessments and any particularly 

noteworthy aspects or major technical shortcomings should be drawn to the 

attention of the Jury.  

 

28. In determining the extent of disclosure, the Government has to ensure 

fairness to all entrants and jurors by balancing its obligation to maintain 

confidentiality of all relevant information relating to the entrants and jurors (the 

confidentiality requirement in paragraphs 25 and 33 of the Competition 

Document refers: see paragraph 7 above) and the public interest.  The Report of 

the Technical Panel (without its annex and the assessment forms) is attached at 

Annex 9
2
.   As for the minutes of the Technical Panel meetings, upon careful 

consideration, we note that the minutes contain no specific assessment or 

mention of The Entry Concerned (save that it was assessed as falling within 

Category 1(a)) and are immaterial to the consideration of the allegations against 

Mr Leung, as he was not involved in the Technical Panel proceedings. 

Following the principle of confidentiality, we consider that the minutes 

concerned should not be disclosed.   

 

Consistency with Government policy objectives 

  

29. The Competition Brief stated that the proposals submitted should be in 

compliance with the policy objectives of the Government in terms of promoting 

the development of the arts and culture and making available to the community 

a wide choice of arts and cultural facilities.  The then Home Affairs Bureau, 

which was responsible for arts and cultural policy, assessed the individual 

                                                            

2
 At the request of the LegCo Subcommittee on West Kowloon Cultural District Development 

in April 2005, the consent of the Chairman and members the Technical Panel had been 

obtained to disclose the Technical Panel Report without its annex and the assessment forms. 
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entries in strict confidence as to their broad consistency with the Government’s 

policy objectives in promoting the arts and culture.  The Jury was informed of 

their findings. 

 

Adjudication Process by the Jury 

 

30. The 161 entries, together with the advice of the Technical Panel, were 

dispatched to members of the Jury towards the end of January 2002 for their 

perusal in advance of the Jury meeting.    

 

31. Participants were also required to submit a set of five boards, showing 

their urban design concept plan, their master layout plan, selected cross-sections, 

elevations and perspectives and a colour print of a model of their proposals, for 

presentation and display purposes: these were displayed in an anonymous 

manner for members of the Jury to study individually and in detail on 

24 February 2002, before the adjudication sessions, and throughout these 

sessions. 

 

32. The Jury met from 25 to 28 February 2002 at the City Hall in Hong 

Kong, and spent 26 and 27 February 2002 on the adjudication of entries and the 

morning of 28 February 2002 finalising its decisions and compiling its 

commentary on the entries that it had selected as the five winners.   Mr Leung 

took part in the adjudication process.  The process of selecting the winning 

entries is set out at Annex 10.  Taking into account the confidentiality 

consideration not to disclose information about other jurors and entrants and to 

present Mr Leung’s voting record in context, we have prepared a note based on 

the contemporaneous record at Annex 11.  We have asked for Mr Leung’s 

consent to disclose a note in substantially the same form as Annex 11, but 

unequivocal and unconditional consent has not been given.  In light of the 

Committee’s request and considerations of public interest, even in the absence 

of such consent we have decided that the public interest involved is sufficient to 

justify disclosure of the note at Annex 11.   The Jury proceedings are set out in 

the Jury Report (copy at Annex 12) released in September 2002, and we have a 

record of the votes cast at each round of voting and discussion.  However, we 

do not have any minutes of discussions during the adjudication process. 

  

33. As mentioned in paragraph 17 above, upon receipt of Mr Leung’s oral 

report that a company associated with him was among the project team of The 

Entry Concerned, the Jury decided to disqualify The Entry Concerned.  There 

was no written record of the discussion leading to the making of the 

disqualification decision.  
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34. Subsequently, in response to Mr Leung’s letter dated 11 March 2002 

mentioned in paragraph 18, the Competition Team replied to Mr Leung on 

23 March 2002, mentioning that it would inform Lord Rothschild that Mr 

Leung had provided the supplementary declaration agreed upon when the matter 

had been discussed on 28 February 2002 (relevant letter at Annex 13).  The 

supplementary information was subsequently reported to Lord Rothschild, and 

no further action was taken.  

 

35. Our responses to requests for information from Hon Lee Wing-tat, Hon 

Alan Leong and Hon Paul Chan are at Annexes 14 to 16.   A chronology of 

events from launch of the Competition to the announcement of results is at 

Annex 17. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Home Affairs Bureau 

February 2012 
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Annex 3 
 

Composition of the Technical Panel 
 
 
Chairman : Mr Bosco Fung Chee-keung, JP 

Director of Planning, HKSARG 
 

Members : Mr Pau Shiu-hung, JP 
Director of Architectural Services, HKSARG 
 

 Miss Choi Suk-kuen, JP 
Representing Director of Leisure and Cultural Services, HKSARG 
 

 Mr Leslie H Chen 
Member, the Hong Kong Institute of Landscape Architects 

 
 Ir Professor Chow Che-king, OBE 

Member, the Hong Kong Institute of Engineers 
 

 Professor Lam Kin-che 
Member, Advisory Council on the Environment 
 

 Mr David C Lee, BBS, JP 
Member, the Hong Kong Institute of Surveyors 

 
 Professor Lui Chun-wan, Alex 

Member, the Hong Kong Institute of Architects 
 

 Mr Tsao Sing-yuen, Willy, BBS 
Member, Hong Kong Arts Development Council 

 
 Mr Yip Cho-tat, Stanley 

Member, the Hong Kong Institute of Planners 
 



Annex 4 
 

Composition of the Jury 
 
 
Chairman : The Lord Rothschild, GBE 

Jury Member, The Pritzker Architecture Prize; Chairman of the 
Hermitage Development Trust, the Gilbert Collection Trust and 
the Heather Foundation for the Arts at Somerset House in 
London, England 
 

Members : Mr C Nicholas Brooke, BBS, JP 
Vice-Chairman, Metro Planning Committee, Town Planning 
Board, Hong Kong 
 

 Professor Chang Hsin-kang, JP 
Chairman, Culture and Heritage Commission, Hong Kong 
 

 The Hon Mrs Selina Chow, JP 
Chairman, Hong Kong Tourism Board, Hong Kong 
 

 Professor Peter F V Droege 
Professor of Urban Design, Faculty of Architecture, University 
of Sydney, Australia 
 

 Professor Lau Sau-shing, Patrick, SBS 
Professor of Architecture, The University of Hong Kong, Hong 
Kong 
 

 The Hon Leung Chun-ying, GBS, JP 
Convenor, Executive Council, Hong Kong 
 

 Mr Peter W Rogers 
Director, Stanhope Plc, London, England 
 

 Professor Peter G Rowe 
Dean, Graduate School of Design, Harvard University, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA 
 

 Professor Wu Liangyong 
Professor and Director, Institute for Architectural and Urban 
Studies, School of Architecture, Tsinghua University, Beijing, 
China 
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Annex 10 

 
Process of Selecting Winning Entries 

 
Selection of first prize winner on 26 February 2002 

1. The first prize winner was selected in the following manner – 
  

(a) Each member of the Jury was invited to vote for five entries 
meriting further consideration as the winning entry, on a 
non-binding basis and without ranking them (Round 1 - Voting).  
20 entries were selected in this way.  After reviewing the votes 
cast, the Jury decided that the nine entries with the most votes 
should be discussed further.  The Entry Concerned was among 
these nine entries.   

 
(b) The aforesaid nine entries with the most votes were each brought 

in front of the Jury in the order of their serial numbers.  
Individual Jury members discussed specific aspects which they 
felt merited the Jury’s consideration. 

 
(c) Members then each cast one vote on a non-binding basis to select 

a winner from the nine entries discussed (Round 2 - Voting).  
After reviewing the votes cast, the Jury decided to discuss further 
the three entries receiving the most votes.  The Entry Concerned 
was among these three entries.   

 
(d) After thorough discussion of all the three entries concerned, each 

Jury member cast a binding vote to select the first prize winner 
(Round 3 - Voting).  The selected entry was from a team led by 
Foster and Partners. 

 

Selection of second prize winner on 26 February 2002 

2. The second prize winner was selected in the following manner – 
 

(a) The eight entries remaining from the original group of nine 
(referred to in paragraph 1(a) above) considered for selection as 
the first prize winner were again displayed in turn.  After 
discussion, five entries (including The Entry Concerned) were 
nominated for further consideration (Round 4 - This round 
involved discussion only.  No voting took place). 
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(b) Members then each cast a non-binding vote for one entry from 

the five nominated entries referred to in paragraph 2(a) above 
(Round 5 - Voting).  After reviewing the votes cast, the Jury 
decided to discuss the three entries receiving the most votes.  
The Entry Concerned was among these three entries. 

 
(c) Each of these three entries was placed before the Jury in turn for 

further detailed discussion, after which each member cast a 
binding vote to select the second prize winner (Round 6 - 
Voting ).  The selected entry was from a team led by Mr Philip 
Y K Liao. 

 

Selection of honourable mentions on 27 February 2002 

3. The three entries awarded honourable mentions (of equal 
standing) were selected in the following manner – 
 

(a) The Jury decided to award honourable mention prizes to entries 
presenting interesting alternative ways of tackling the 
Competition site. 

 
(b) The seven entries remaining from the group of eight (referred to 

in paragraph 2(a) above) considered for selection as the second 
prize winner were again displayed in turn.  Members of the Jury 
were invited to nominate any one entry from among these seven, 
or any other entry (even though not among these seven), that in 
their view merited further consideration.  After discussion (no 
votes were taken), six entries (including The Entry Concerned) 
were nominated. 

 
(c) Members discussed all of the entries nominated and cast binding 

votes for the three entries to be awarded honourable mentions 
(Round 7 - Voting). 

 
(d) The Entry Concerned and two other entries which received the 

highest votes among the six nominated entries (referred to in 
paragraph 3(b) above) were supposed to be awarded honourable 
mentions.  These three entries, together with the first prize and 
second prize winners, formed the preliminary list of winning 
entries. 
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4. In terms of the numbering of the various “Rounds”, in total there 
had been seven rounds of consideration by the Members.  Out of these 
seven rounds, voting took place in six of them (with “Round 4” being a 
non-voting Round).   Hence, for example, “Round 5” in the 
considerations is actually only the fourth voting round, because no voting 
took place in “Round 4”.    

 
Disqualification of The Entry Concerned on 28 February 2002 

5. On 28 February 2002 before the announcement of the 
Competition results, the Competition Team informed Mr Leung of the 
finding that a company associated with Mr Leung was one of the project 
team members of an entrant on the preliminary list of winning entries, 
namely The Entry Concerned.  Mr Leung reported the matter to the Jury 
that morning, and the Jury decided to disqualify The Entry Concerned.  
Disregarding the disqualified entry, the three entries which at that 
moment received the most votes among the six nominated entries in 
Round 7 were selected as the honourable mentions. The final winners of 
honourable mentions included a team led by Professor Minoru Takeyama, 
a joint team led by Mr Alan Macdonald, Urbis-LPT (Architects) 
Association and a team led by Mr Rocco Sen Kee Yim. 
 
 
 

Home Affairs Bureau 
February 2012 
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Annex 11 
 

Voting Record of Mr C Y Leung 
 
Rounds of Voting 
 

Mr C Y Leung’s vote 

26 February 2002 
 
Round 1 – Voting 
(Selection of 20 entries for 
further consideration) 

Mr Leung was absent from this round 
of voting.  He selected 18 entries 
during the viewing session on 
25 February 2002.  At Round 1, 7 of 
these 18 entries were also voted for by 
other jurors.  Although Mr Leung 
was absent, it was agreed by other 
jurors that his selection of these 7 
entries should be reflected in the tally 
of votes by adding one more vote to 
the total number of votes received by 
each of these 7 entries. After 
reviewing the votes cast, it was agreed 
by the jurors that the top 9 entries 
with the highest number of votes 
should be considered further in the 
next round.  
 
Out of the entries selected by Mr. 
Leung, 6 (including the Entry 
Concerned1) were among the top 9 
entries with the most votes.   
 
The Entry Concerned received a total 
of 4 out of 53 votes in Round 1 (with 
8 jurors each voting for 5 entries, 1 
juror voting for 6 entries2, plus the 7 
entries selected by Mr Leung which 

                      
1 The entry, which was subsequently found to be associated with Mr C Y Leung, is 
referred to as “the Entry Concerned”. 
 
2 This juror voted for 6 entries with the Jury’s consent. 
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resulted in one more vote being added 
to the total number of votes received 
by those seven entries, as described 
above) .  
 

Round 2 – Voting 
(Non-binding vote to select 
the first prize winner from the 
9 entries with the most votes 
in Round 1) 
 

Mr Leung voted for the Entry 
Concerned, which received 3 out of 
10 votes in this round of voting. 
 

Round 3 – Voting 
(Binding vote to select the 
first prize winner from the 3 
entries with the most votes  
in Round 2)  
 

Mr Leung voted for the Entry 
Concerned, which received 2 out of 
10 votes in this round of voting. 

 

Round 4 
(Discussion to nominate 5 
entries to select the second 
prize winner from the 8 
entries remaining from the 
original group of 9 
considered for selection as 
the first prize winner.  No 
actual voting  had taken 
place.) 
 

The Entry Concerned was among the 
5 nominated entries. 

Round 5 – Voting 
(Non-binding vote to select 
the second prize winner from 
the 5 entries nominated as a 
result of Round 4) 
 

Mr Leung voted for the Entry 
Concerned, which received 3 out of 
10 votes in this round of voting. 
 

Round 6 – Voting 
(Binding vote to select the 
second prize winner from the 
3 entries with the most votes 
in Round 5) 
 

Mr Leung voted for another entry, 
which received 9 out of 10 votes in 
this round of voting.   
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27 February 2002 
 
Round 7 - Voting 
(Binding votes for three 
entries to select the three 
honourable mentions) 
 

Mr Leung voted for three entries, 
including the Entry Concerned, which 
received 9 out of 30 votes in this 
round of voting.  Given that the 30 
votes consisted of each of the 10 
jurors voting for 3 entries, this meant 
that 9 out of the 10 jurors cast a vote 
for the Entry Concerned.   

 
 
 
 
Home Affairs Bureau 
February 2012 
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Annex 14 

 
Information Requested by Hon Lee Wing-tat 

 
 In response to Hon Lee Wing-tat’s request dated 
21 February 2012, we set out below information/findings according to the 
sequence of his list –  
 
 
1) Mr Bill Lacy gave advice on various aspects of the draft 

Competition Document during the preparation stage to ensure 
that the conditions therein and the arrangements of the 
Competition were in line with international practice..    

 
We are not aware of any internationally recognized mechanism 
for disclosing information about the adjudication proceedings 
when there is conflict of interest involving a member of the Jury.  
However, it is international practice for organisers of design 
competitions to maintain confidentiality of the adjudication 
process and of information provided by the entrants to ensure 
candor of discussion and to protect the interests of the entrants.  
There were provisions in the Competition Document (see 
paragraph 6 of the paper) guarding against conflict of interest 
arising in the Competition.  

 
2) The Technical Panel was tasked to advise the Jury on the 

technical assessment of individual submissions to the 
Competition.   It did not have a role in checking or ascertaining 
the relations between the entrants and members of the Jury and 
did not do so. 

 
3) Upon receipt of the 161 entries from various places in 

end-September 2001, the checking conducted by the Competition 
Team mainly focused on the entrants’ compliance with the 
submission requirements (e.g. whether all the deliverables and the 
documents to be submitted were available).  The work on 
devising an appropriate declaration of interest mechanism for the 
Competition given the ineligibility, anonymity and confidentiality 
provisions in the Competition Document did not start until 
October 2001. The proposed declaration arrangements and form 
for the Competition were finalized in late November 2001 for use 



by the Technical Panel before the commencement of their 
assessments in December 2001.  After completing all the 
assessments and documentation concerning the Technical Panel 
in December 2001 and January 2002, the Competition Team 
consulted the Chairman of the Jury on preparations for the Jury 
proceedings and conflict of interest declarations for members of 
the Jury in early February 2002.  The Chairman of the Jury 
confirmed on 12 February 2002 that a form similar to the one 
used by the Technical Panel should be issued to each Jury 
member and the completed forms should be reviewed at the 
preparatory meeting on 24 February 2002.  The Competition 
Team hence issued the letter on 21 February 2002 to all jurors, 
requesting them to declare their interests and to note various 
arrangements for the Jury proceedings. 

 
The first Jury meeting took place on 25 February 2002, and 
Mr C Y Leung’s declaration form was submitted on the same day.  
Conflict of interest declarations was one of the agenda items for 
the first Jury meeting (but there was no written record of what 
transpired on this subject during the meeting on that day), and a 
further checking for conflict of interest would be conducted on 
the entrants on the preliminary list of winning entries after voting 
had completed and before the list was finalized.     

 
As mentioned in paragraphs 16 and 17 of the paper, the 
adjudication of entries and voting took place on 26 and 27 
February 2002.  After the voting process had been completed, 
the Competition Team proceeded to check the particulars of the 
preliminary list of winning entries on the evening of 27 February, 
and discovered that a company associated with Mr Leung was 
one of the project team members of T.R. Hamzah & Yeang, being 
an entrant on the list.  The Competition Team informed Mr 
Leung of the above finding in the following morning 
(28 February 2002) before the Jury finalized their decision.   

 
4) The process for selecting the first prize winner was agreed upon 

by members of the Jury during their deliberation.   While we 
have a record of the votes cast for the two rounds of voting for 
the first prize winner, we do not have a written record of their 
deliberations and so there is no written record as to why they had 
decided to settle on 9 entries, as opposed to 8 or 10 (as raised in 
the question) or indeed any other number.  

 



5) The entries were disqualified for failing to abide by the rules, 
requirements or conditions set out in the Competition Document 
in important respects.  The examples given by Hon Lee 
Wing-tat were some of the reasons.  

 
6) As mentioned in paragraphs 13 and 14 of the paper, the 

Competition Team requested members of the Technical Panel and 
of the Jury to make declarations of interest on 24 November 2001 
and 21 February 2002 respectively.   

 
7) Mr Bill Lacy’s advice on declaration of interest is set out on page 

3 of the Competition Team’s letter dated 21 February 2002 to the 
jurors (see Annex 6 referred to in paragraph 14 of the paper), 
requesting them to make declarations of interest.  We are in the 
process of seeking ICAC’s consent to disclose their advice with 
respect to the design of the declaration of interest mechanism.  

 
8) In striking a balance between considerations of confidentiality 

and public interest when addressing the issue of disclosure of 
information, the Government takes the view that any disclosure 
of information should be relevant and proportionate to the subject 
of public interest, in this case, the allegations mentioned in 
paragraph 1 of the paper.  On this basis, the declarations of 
interest made by members of the Technical Panel and other 
members of the Jury (other than Mr C Y Leung) are not directly 
relevant nor its disclosure proportionate to the subject of public 
interest currently being addressed. 

 
9) The Jury, taking into account the recommendations of the 

Technical Panel and the Professional Advisor as appropriate, 
disqualified a total of 13 entries.  One of them was The Entry 
Concerned and the reason of its disqualification was described in 
paragraph 17 of the paper.  

 
 
 

 

 



Annex 15 

 
Information Requested by Hon Alan Leong 

 
 In response to Hon Alan Leong’s request dated 22 February 2012, 
we set out below information according to the sequence of his list –  
 
 
1) The declaration of interest made by Mr C Y Leung on 

25 February 2002 before the adjudication process is at Annex 7 to 
the paper.  His further declarations after the adjudication process 
are set out in paragraphs 17 – 19 of and Annex 8 to the paper.     

 
2) A note setting out Mr C Y Leung’s voting record is at Annex 

11to the paper.   
 
  
 
 
 

 

 



Annex 16 

 
Information Requested by Hon Paul Chan 

 
 In response to Hon Paul Chan’s request dated 22 February 2012, 
we set out below information according to the sequence of his list –  
 
 
1) The Report of the Technical Panel (without its annex and the 

assessment forms) is at Annex 9 to the paper. The reason for not 
disclosing the minutes of the meetings of the Technical Panel is 
set out in paragraph 28 of the paper.   

 
As mentioned in paragraph 32 of the paper, the Jury Report is at 
Annex 12 to the paper.  There were no minutes of discussions of 
the Jury during the adjudication process.  

 
2) On 25 February 2002, Mr Leung declared that, to the best of his 

knowledge, none of his immediate family members or employees 
and no one who had an employment-type contract or close 
professional association or partnership with him had entered the 
competition, and that he was not a director or major shareholder 
of any company.  It was the day when the first Jury meeting 
took place.  Conflict of interest declarations was one of the 
agenda items for the first Jury meeting, but there was no written 
record of what transpired on this subject during the meeting on 
that day.  As for the Competition Team, Mr Leung’s declaration 
did not provide any information for it to check against the entries.  

 
The Competition Team’s subsequent discovery leading to the 
disqualification of The Entry Concerned is set out in paragraphs 
16 and 17 of the paper.  We do not have any written record of 
the discovery process or of the discussion leading to the making 
of the disqualification decision. 

 
The follow-up actions in respect of Mr Leung’s further 
declaration dated 11 March 2011 are set out in paragraph 34 of 
the paper, and the relevant document is at Annex 13 to the paper.   
 



 
3) The adjudication and voting process had been completed when it 

was discovered that the company associated with Mr C Y Leung 
was among the project team members of The Entry Concerned.  
There was no provision in the Competition Document dealing 
with the disqualification of Jury members and it was not the role 
of the Competition Team to make any such recommendation.    
Upon being made aware of the matter, the Jury members 
deliberated among themselves and decided independently on how 
to handle the incident.  There were no written records of the 
Jury’s deliberations.  

 
  
 
 
 

 

 



 1 

Annex 17 

Chronology of events relating to West Kowloon Reclamation Concept Plan Competition 

Date Event 

6 April 2001 Announcement of the Competition. 

7 April 2001 Registration began. 

5 June 2001 T.R. Hamzah & Yeang submitted the registration form. 

8 June 2001 Deadline for registration. 

27 September 2001 T.R. Hamzah & Yeang submitted the updated list of project team members. 

29 September 2001 Deadline for submission of conceptual proposals. 

October to November 
2001 

Formulation of the declaration of interest mechanism in consultation with the Professional 
Advisor and Independent Commission Against Corruption. 

Mid-October to 
mid-November 2001 

Technical appraisal by government departments. 



 2 

 

24 November 2001 The Competition Team wrote to members of the Technical Panel on 24 November 2001 (except 
for one who was out of town until early December. This member was subsequently requested to 
make his declaration upon his return to Hong Kong), requesting them to make declarations of 
interest as soon as possible. 

December 2001 and 
January 2002 

Assessment by Technical Panel and collation of the Technical Panel Report.  All members of the 
Technical Panel and the Professional Advisor had completed the declaration form before 
assessment began on 11 December 2001.  

End of January 2002 The 161 concept plan proposals, together with the Technical Panel Report, were dispatched to 
members of the Jury in an anonymous manner. 

21 February 2002 The Competition Team wrote to members of the Jury requesting them to make declarations of 
interest before 23 February. 

24 February 2002 Viewing sessions for the Jury. 

25 February 2002 Commencement of the adjudication process.  Mr Leung made his declaration of interest. 
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26-27 February 2002 The Jury assessed the entries and selected the first prize winner, second prize winner and three 
honourable mentions by casting votes.  Mr Leung took part in the adjudication process 
(including voting). 

27 February 2002 
evening 

After the voting processes had been completed, the Competition Team proceeded to check the 
particulars of the preliminary list of winning entries, and discovered that a company associated 
with Mr Leung was one of the project team members of T.R. Hamzah & Yeang, being an entrant 
on the list. 

28 February 2002 
morning 

The competition Team informed Mr Leung of the above finding.  Mr Leung reported the matter 
to the Jury that morning, and the Jury decided to disqualify the entry concerned in accordance 
with the conditions of the Competition. 

28 February 2002 
afternoon 

The results of the Competition were announced. 

 
 
 
Home Affairs Bureau 
February 2012 
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